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All, Sorry for the lateness in getting your input. | do need to get this to Carol Campbell right away, so any
input will be appreciated.

Please note this is DRAFT, Internal, Deliberative, and Confidential.

Cement CreekAnimas River Site Characterization Form wo map.docx

Sincerely,

Sabrina Forrest

Site Assessment Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1595 Wynkoop Street, Mail Code: 8EPR-B
Denver, CO 80202-1129

Direct Ph: 303-312-6484

Toll Free: 1 800-227-8917, 312-6484
Fax: 303-312-6065

Agency Cell: 303-589-1286

E-mail: forrest.sabrina@epa.gov

NOTICE: The information contained in this e-mail is intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named
above. This message and any attachments may contain confidential or privileged information. If the reader
is not the intended recipient or an agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you have
received this document in error and any review, dissemination, disclosure, distribution, use, or copying of the
contents of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify
me immediately by e-mail or telephone and destroy all copies of the original message and any attachments.



*** DELIBERATIVE *** CONFIDENTIAL *** DO NOT QUOTE OR CITE ***

Site Characterization Form

(for the August 2011 Listing Panel Meeting)



Date:  July 13, 2011

Region: 8

Site Name: Cement Creek/Animas River

SSID (4-digit): 085M (presently in CERLCIS as Upper Animas Mining District)

Location: San Juan County, Colorado

Site Type: Mining

U.S. Congressional District (number):  3	Representative (name): Scott Tipton





1. a. What is the site background?  (Current use of the property, historical use of the property, if it is related to the cause of contamination?)   



The western San Juan Mountains were first prospected by the Baker party, which explored the area around Silverton in 1860. After a treaty with the Ute Indians was revised, mining began in 1874, and the first smelter equipment was brought into the area at Baker’s Park that year. The extension of the railroad from Silverton up Cement Creek to Gladstone in 1899 encouraged the mining of low grade ores, and the establishment of a lead-zinc flotation plant in 1917 allowed for the treatment of the low grade complex ores found in the area. The last producing mine in the area was the Sunnyside Mine, which ceased production in 1991. 



The closing of the Sunnyside mine occurred after Lake Emma drained into the mine and out the American Tunnel into Cement Creek in 1978. The flood water from the Lake Emma “blow-out” was reported to have flowed down Cement Creek in a 10-foot wall of water that would have transported a large quantity of tailings and other mine waste down Cement Creek to the Animas River.



Over a 100-year period between 1890 and 1991, mining activities in the Upper Animas River Basin, including Cement Creek, produced the waste rock and mill tailings sources from which contamination spread throughout the Surface Water Pathway. Over 18 million tons of ore were mined from the Upper Animas River Basin area, with more than 95 percent of this being dumped directly into the Animas River and its tributaries in the form of mill waste. Older waste rock piles and stope fillings were reworked and sent to mills as technology allowed lower grade ores to be economically processed. A great deal of abandoned waste was also milled during World War II when many older mining and milling structures were cannibalized for scrap metal.



Gladstone is the site of an historic mining town that developed in the 1880s with the advent of mining in the surrounding area. The town was the central location and railroad terminus for the milling and shipping of mine ores from the surrounding three-square-mile valley. The town declined in the 1920s and no remnants of the town remain. 



The largest mine in the area known as the Animas Mining District was the Sunnyside Mine that closed in 1991 and by 2006 had completed required reclamation. The Gold King Mine is currently in inactive status. Both of these mines were partially accessed through the American Tunnel that has its portal in Gladstone. At one time, the American Tunnel drained as much as 1,600 gallons per minute (gpm) of water from the mines. A lime feed and settling pond type treatment facility was constructed in Gladstone in 1979 by Standard Metals Corporation and later operated by new owner Sunnyside Gold Corporation (SGC). Water discharging from the American Tunnel was treated as required by the Colorado Health Department and later Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) water discharge permit. Under jurisdiction of a court consent decree to terminate their discharge permit, SGC installed three bulkheads over a six year time period that reduced American Tunnel discharge from 1,600 gpm to less than 100 gpm. In January 2003, the treatment facility, operations, and permit were transferred to Gold King Corporation (GKC). At that time GKC owned much of the land through which the American Tunnel passes. GKC operated the treatment facility until September 2004, treating the remaining American Tunnel discharge and the Gold King Mine 7th Level discharge. Because of financial problems and the loss of the lease for the property where the settling ponds are located, GKC terminated treatment operations. Discharge from the American Tunnel is now considered non-compliant. 



In addition to American Tunnel water that now flows from the American Tunnel into Cement Creek without treatment, other upstream mines contribute to the metals load in Cement Creek and ultimately the Animas River. Numerous abandoned or inactive mines exist within a two-mile radius of Gladstone. Among other, they include the Upper Gold King, Grand Mogul, Mogul, Red and Bonita, Eveline, Joe and John, Lark, and Silver Ledge mines. Some of these mines have acid mine drainage discharge between 1 and 650 gpm that flows directly or indirectly into Cement Creek and eventually into the Animas River, the confluence of which is approximately seven miles downstream of Gladstone.  A local stakeholder group developed a Use Attainability Analysis in 2001 that identifies the following seven metals of concern for Cement Creek waters: aluminum, cadmium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, zinc. Aluminum and iron are noted as arising from predominantly natural sources.  Mine waste piles contain elevated arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, manganese, and zinc.



The area being considered for the NPL consists of several inactive mining sites with mine waste piles and adit discharges within the upper Cement Creek drainage.  The largest sources of unremediated mine waste in upper Cement Creek (above Gladstone) include the Gold King 7 Level Mine, American Tunnel, Red and Bonita Mine, Mogul Mine, Mogul North Mine (also known as the Mogul Sublevel 1), and Grand Mogul Mine. 





b. What is the approximate size of the area of contamination?  



There are at least five waste rock piles and associated low pH, metals-laden mine drainages along a 2-mile stretch of upper Cement Creek and the North Fork of Cement Creek, which then flows 7 miles to the town of Silverton, in San Juan County, Colorado.  These sources are impacting wetlands and sensitive environments along Cement Creek and are also impacting Animas River water quality and fisheries. The Cement Creek drainage area comprises about 21 square miles.





2.	Explain why the site needs remedial action and why it needs to be on the NPL.  Also, please describe any human health or ecological risks posed by the site.  



The site needs to be remediated by Superfund because water quality has degraded since 2005, when the Gladstone water treatment plant ceased operating.  Due to the presence of federally-managed lands and privately held lands that have potentially responsible parties (PRPs), there are no other viable cleanup options, (e.g., 319 grants to the local ad-hoc stakeholder group, Good Samaritan efforts, multiple over 12-month/$2 Million dollar threshold removal actions, PRPs taking on voluntary cleanups), currently existing to address the multiple mine waste piles and discharging adits.  These sources of metals-contaminated soils and water threaten visitors and residents who frequent the mine sites, as well as downstream wetlands and fisheries. 



The site needs a comprehensive cleanup to address heavy metal contamination from waste rock piles and the draining adits.  Human health risks posed from the site are via the surface water pathway environmental and human food chain threats.  Ecological risks include noted degradation of downstream fisheries via declines in fish species and abundance and the macroinvertebrates that support the fish species, as well as the degradation of wetlands and potential impacts to sensitive wetland species.



3. 	What past, current or planned removals or other interim response measures have 	been/will be taken to prevent contact with contaminants? Who is the lead for the response 	action: EPA, the State, or PRP?



The majority of response or reclamation activities that have been undertaken in this portion of the watershed have been ongoing in the Cement Creek basin since 1991; however, they did not address the mine sources being forwarded to the NPL.

Former owners/operators of the Sunnyside Mine, Sunnyside Gold Corporation, conducted reclamation work at the Lead Carbonate Mill site in Gladstone, at the American Tunnel waste dump and portal, the Herbert Placer settling ponds, and the Gold King 7 Level Mine. Downstream of Gladstone on Prospect Gulch, several mine sites have been remediated by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and private entities, including the Galena Queen Mine, Hercules Mine, Henrietta Mine, and most recently at the Joe and John Mine and the Lark Mine in 2006 and 2007.  

In 2010, the EPA initiated a removal assessment at the Red and Bonita Mine; it is ongoing.  EPA and the BLM/U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)-Forest Service also have investigated the viability of removal assessments at the Grand Mogul Mine, which consists of both privately and federally-managed parcels.

4.	What is the status of the facility? [Active / Inactive]

	

If ACTIVE, provide explanation as to why site cannot be addressed under its current regulated program 





5.	Are there any other NPL sites located nearby (i.e., located within 5 miles)? [Yes / No]

If YES, provide site name(s): 

	

6.	What types of sources (along with descriptions) are at the site? (X all that apply.)



[] Landfill: 

[X] Waste Pile: 

[] Surface impoundment: 

[] Tanks: 

[bookmark: Check27][] Drums: 

[] Contaminated soil: 

[] Contaminated ground water plume: 

[X] Other: Adit discharges (low pH, heavy metals)





7.	What are the contaminants of concern and associated contamination levels? How do these compare to benchmarks (MCLs, ARARs, soil screening levels, etc.)?  Note -- Do not cite SCDM as a benchmark

	

		Contaminants in Waste Piles

		Highest detected level

(mg/kg)

		Type of benchmark 

(mg/kg)

		Benchmark level

		Pathway

		Optional:

# wells or residences affected



		Arsenic

		96.8 

		23/0.43

		RDSC/CRSC

		Soil

		NA



		Cadmium

		40

		39

		RDSC

		Soil

		NA



		Copper

		4,600

		NA

		NA

		Soil

		NA



		Lead

		15,500

		NA

		

		Soil

		NA



		Manganese

		5,570

		11,000

		RDSC

		Soil

		NA



		Zinc

		10,400

		23,000

		RDSC

		Soil

		NA





	

		Contaminants in Adit Discharges

		Highest detected level

(µg/L)

		Type of benchmark 

(µg/L -

Not hardness adjusted)

		Benchmark level

		Pathway

		Optional:

# wells or residences affected



		Cadmium

		50.9 

		2.0/0.25

		CMC/CCC

		Surface Water

		NA



		Copper

		4,210

		13.0/9.0

		CMC/CCC

		Surface Water

		NA



		Lead

		255

		65.0/2.5

		CMC/CCC

		Surface Water

		NA



		Manganese

		41,700

		NA

		NA

		Surface Water

		NA



		Zinc

		32,700

		120/120

		CMC/CCC

		Surface Water

		NA







Note: Although the surface water pathway environmental SCDM benchmarks are included, the site scores using Level II detections in surface water.



		Contaminants in Surface Water

		Highest detected background level

(µg/L)

		Elevated Concentrations

(3X Bkgd)

		Benchmark level

		Pathway

		Optional:

# wells or residences affected



		Cadmium

		4.69 

		30.3

		NA

		Surface Water

		NA



		Copper

		291

		884

		NA

		Surface Water

		NA



		Lead

		9.44

		44.8

		NA

		Surface Water

		NA



		Manganese

		1,940

		6,180 

		NA

		Surface Water

		NA



		Zinc

		924

		3,210 

		NA

		Surface Water

		NA











[bookmark: Check30]8.	What are the pathway(s) scored in the HRS package? 

[] Ground water pathway

[X] Surface water pathway

[] Soil exposure pathway

[] Air pathway



What are other pathways of concern (but not scored)?



[] Ground water pathway

	[] Surface water pathway

	[] Soil exposure pathway

	[] Air pathway



9.	Are there any fish advisories?  If yes, please describe. No





10.	Was the facility permitted under any other EPA authority? (RCRA, water, etc.) 

	

The State of Colorado Water Quality Control Division permitted the former Gladstone water treatment plant and the Gold King Mine – CDPS/NPDES 



January 2008 - Colorado Goldfields had stormwater discharge permit (Permit COR-040237) for the Gold King Mine.  Due to landowner issues, it is unknown if the permit transferred to the present landowner. Currently, it appears the position of the Colorado Attorney General is that the property owner has a duty to permit the discharges in question and should work towards plans to develop the support necessary to construct the treatment works necessary to comply with a discharge permit; however, no enforcement has occurred.



11.	Please explain any other clean-up approaches that have taken place at the site (e.g., State cleanup, removal, RCRA, Brownfields, enforcement, Superfund Alternative Approach (SAA), willing/viable PRP, other regulatory programs) and how they impact the decision to move forward with the placement of the site on the NPL. 



No other cleanup approaches have been used; however the Red & Bonita removal assessment is ongoing.



12.	Are any Federal Agencies involved (even minimally)? [Yes / No]

	

If YES, please list and explain.  Also describe what type of contact/discussions EPA has had with the Federal Agencies involved? 



Approximately 86% of lands within San Juan County, Colorado are managed by the BLM or USFS; however, the BLM presently manages the American Tunnel discharge and a small portion of the Grand Mogul waste pile. The USFS-managed lands are not impacted by the NPL-caliber mine sites and tend to be located toward the tops of the mountains/watershed.  The BLM is presently investigating the costs of installing a water treatment plant on lands they manage in Gladstone.  Drainage from the BLM-managed lands impacts private lands and Cement Creek.   The EPA and BLM have worked cooperatively since the mid-90s and are presently discussing the development of a Memorandum of Understanding to better define our roles and responsibilities throughout the listing process and beyond. 



BLM does not appear to be against listing, but they do not fully understand our CERCLA process.  There may be BLM State Office upper management concerns by because they typically are able to use removal actions and Central Hazmat Funds to complete much of their abandoned mine land cleanups.  BLM State Office upper management has mentioned wanting to see EPA’s Quickscore and want to know what EPA is planning with regard to the NPL.   



BLM (through their Solicitor) may be aware they could hold up the listing through the OMB review.  EPA has reminded local BLM staff and other stakeholders, that the Region won’t propose the site without community, State, and FLMA support.





13.	a.  Does the local community support or oppose listing?  Have they raised any 	concerns? 

	Some support and some are against listing.  Concerns include belief that Superfund designation will mean mining interests will not invest in or become involved in active mining in the watershed.  Others want their water cleaned up so that more recreationalists/fisherman will come to Silverton and so that more jobs may be created.



	b.  What community involvement activities have taken place (please list specific details)? 

	

May 19, 2011 – EPA available at community meeting that the local stakeholder group (Animas River Stakeholders Group) lead. 

	

c.  What community involvement activities are planned?  Please describe.



August 18, 2011 - First formal community meeting to discuss our analytical results.

September 2011 – Site tour planned

October 2011 – February 2012 – Community Input sessions planned.



	d.  Are there any EJ or low income populations within the local community?  If so, please provide details.



	Yes.  Per capita income is $31,462 and 13.5% of the County residents are below poverty level.  Additonally, see EPA EJView for 81433.

 

14.	What other stakeholders (local government/PRPs/Tribes/State) are involved at the site? For each stakeholder, please specify whether they support NPL listing and briefly describe their issues/concerns.

	State of Colorado – Department of Public Health and Environment – support listing, may have concerns about future O & M of water treatment plant if that is the solution.



Local Government – County Commissioners are waiting to hear more about EPA’s findings, but generally appear supportive of NPL as an option if no other funding could be found to address the water quality issues.



PRPs – to be determined - The main active mining interest stopped mining in 1991. EPA does not know if their assets are accessible or if they will voluntarily assist in cleanups. Another PRP is not supportive at this time and fears that re-mining interests will not invest in his properties if listing happens; however, he is responsible for most of the waste piles and discharges and is doing nothing with them.  





15.	Do you believe that the Governor will support listing? [Yes / No / Don’t Know]

	Please explain if answer is “No” or “Don’t Know”.





16. 	Do you expect to receive negative comments on the proposal to list?

	Yes, likely from a couple of current PRPs.



17. 	Do you have liable PRPs? [Yes / No]

	Yes



18.	If you have liable PRPs, please answer the following:



a. Name of PRPs 

Standard Metals Corporation

Sunnyside Gold Corp.

San Juan Corp./Salem Minerals

Gold King Corp., among others



b.  Are the PRPs viable and do they have the financial ability to pay for remedial action now – not later in cost recovery? [Yes / No]



Unknown at this time.  PRP search is draft and it appears that there are many PRPs.  I believe Standard Metals Corporation has already settled with EPA, BLM, and the State of Colorado for damages associated with other SMC locations and the “Silverton Sites.”



19.    Expected response costs:



[] < $10 million

[] $10-20 million

[X] $20-50 million

[] $50-100 million

[] >$100 million 





20.	Please attach to this worksheet a single 8.5” x 11” site map showing main site features and location of contamination.  You may attach it separately in JPG or PDF format or copy and paste map directly into this form.



Due to size, it will be attached separately.






21.    Attach Regional Division Director signature here.  







I _______________________________  have read the Site Characterization 

          (Regional DD signature)



Worksheet for the __________________________  site, and I concur with bringing this 

                                       (site name)



site before the NPL Listing Panel with the intent of sharing with AA/OSWER for the next 





round of NPL proposals.
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